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Dear Sir: 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS : 

In a telq)hone conversation with Examiner Jennifer E. Novosad on May 25, 2005, the 
amendment to New Claim 5 to make it dependent on New Claim 4 was discussed. It was the 
undersigned's understanding that the Examiner agreed that the restriction requirement would be 
withdrawn with regard to Claim 5 in the event it were made dependent upon Claim 4. As such, the 
only remaining restriction would relate to the method claim of Claim 18. Applicant traverses the 
restriction requirement with regard to Claim 18 (and claims 19 - 23 dependent thereupon) on the basis 
that there is no material difference whether the separators are inserted into the apotures before or after 
the frames are slidably afGxed together. However, with the assumed allowance of Claim 4 and all 
claims dependent thereupon, ^licant elects the invention as claimed in Claim 4 and all dependent 
claims therefrom; accordingly applicant cancels claims 18 - 23 as directed to a non-elected method. 


